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PROS AND CONS OF DRUG LEGALIZATION,
DECRIMINALIZATION, AND HARM REDUCTION

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUsTICE, DRUG PoLlicy,
AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
CoOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John L. Mica (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Mica, Barr, Gilman, Souder, Hutch-
inson, Ose, Mink, Towns, Cummings and Kucinich.

Staff present: Robert Charles, staff director/chief counsel; An-
drew Greeley, clerk; Sean Littlefield and Gilbert Macklin, profes-
sional staff members; Rob Mobley, congressional fellow; Cherri
Branson, minority counsel; and Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk.

Mr. Mica. Good morning, | would like to welcome you to this
meeting of the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and
Human Resources and call this hearing to order.

It is my understanding that they are concluding a Democratic
Caucus, and we should be joined by members from the minority
side. The Republicans are having a conference which is just con-
cluding, and we should be joined by members from the majority
side in just a few minutes. But we will go ahead and begin.

I have an opening statement and | will be followed by others who
have opening statements today. We have three panels that we will
hear from.

The subject of today’s hearing is the pros and cons of drug legal-
ization, decriminalization, and harm reduction. Today the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources
will examine a subject which is frequently talked about but rarely
the topic of a congressional hearing—that is the question of drug
legalization. Specifically, we will discuss issues relating to drug
use, drug offenses, decriminalization, and harm reduction.

This hearing is just one more in a series of hearings that we
have held and will continue to hold examining our Nation’s drug
control policy and its effectiveness. As you know, recent statistics
on drug use by young people are not just worrisome, they are tragic
and sobering. Methods to deter the use and abuse of dangerous
substances should be the centerpiece of any serious effort to re-
verse the rising drug use trends.

)
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The simple truth is that drugs destroy lives. They steal away op-
portunities that might have been. They produce fatal overdoses,
fatal accidents, and death by criminal homicide.

Despite the warm glow of well-intentioned words, the reality is
hard to miss. Drug overdose deaths continue to plague our metro-
politan areas, our suburbs, and our schools. There is really no ele-
ment of our society today untouched by the ravages of illegal nar-
cotics. Drug use is soaring among our 12th graders. More than 50
percent of them have tried an illicit drug, and more than one in
four are today a current user.

There have been serious proposals across our land and here in
Washington about how to best combat school violence and deal
with drug traffickers, restore individual and community security,
and reduce overall youth drug use. These proposals have ranged
from legalization of marijuana for medical use to tough sentencing
guidelines and needle exchanges.

Today, we venture into a first-of-its-kind hearing with this sub-
committee’s undertaking to provide new information and also so-
licit informed opinions from both the policymakers and the public
on issues relating to drug legalization and decriminalization. The
often high-pitched debate over legalization of drugs appears to have
intensified during the past several years. There appears to be more
public support for these initiatives than there was several years
ago when they were first proposed.

My concern is that the media and other opinion leaders are pay-
ing more attention to drug legalization because there has been in-
fact a well-financed and internationally and nationally coordinated
effort championed by several organizations and wealthy backers.
Quite frankly, I am not certain of their motivation, and I am not
certain of their end game.

Regardless of which seed bed this movement is sprouting from,
the issue needs to be openly and honestly addressed by both gov-
ernment and nongovernmental officials. That is why | decided to
conduct this hearing and conduct additional hearings on this sub-
ject. That is why today we are bringing together Federal officials
with responsibility in this area and a sampling of outside policy ex-
perts. The notion that dangerous drugs might one day be legalized
has come from a number of sources, including former Surgeon Gen-
eral Joycelyn Elders, mayor of Baltimore Kurt Schmoke, the press,
and other opinion leaders.

If this debate is going to be, as Justice Brennan once said, as all
controversial debates should be, open and robust, it must at last be
joined. Honest debate over these issues, | believe, will benefit the
American people. Hopefully, we can also act to discredit those who
promote positions without a basis in fact and add credibility to
those who have facts on their side. The American public should un-
derstand the policy implications of legalization, decriminalization
and harm reduction. They need to hear both sides of this debate,
that is why we begin today, hopefully, in a civil and well-informed
discussion.

There are many facets and nuances to this debate. However, |
would like to take just a few moments to share my personal views
on several issues.
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As many of you know, | have been highly critical at times of this
administration’s drug policies and budget priorities. For a number
of years, this administration floundered without specific goals or
objectives in a coherent drug control policy. General McCaffrey has
helped to change that direction, but in the prior leadership vacu-
um, substantial ground was lost and the war on drugs was nearly
closed down. That said, | believe this void helped provide momen-
tum to the current drive toward legalization and decriminalization.

The problems associated with drug use are not simple and will
not respond to simple solutions. | believe that there have been vic-
tories and successes in the fight against drug trafficking and drug
use and abuse; however in my own view, we can and must do more.
The alternative isn't very pretty. In fact, the alternative may be
consigning a generation to addiction and drug dependency in un-
precedented numbers. We cannot step backward after beginning to
move forward.

The 50 percent drop in drug users, from 15.4 million in 1979 to
a little over 12 million in 1992, and the 75 percent drop in cocaine
use between a measured peak in 1985 of 5.7 million to a bottom
of 1.4 million in 1992 are what | would term successes. As many
of you know, these successes were the combined result of a strong
parents’ movement and a strong Federal antidrug policy. In New
York City, we have seen that tough enforcement has reduced crime,
murder, and drug abuse.

In the past few years, we have restarted, | believe, effective
eradication and source country programs. We have also begun an
unprecedented education and demand reduction program. It is im-
portant that before we reverse course, we must carefully examine
what has worked and what has failed. If we can identify effective
treatment for those incarcerated or those afflicted with drug addic-
tion, nothing should stand in our way to provide care to those indi-
viduals. However, we cannot turn our backs on felonious conduct
and issue those who traffic and deal in deadly substances a license
to destroy lives.

Today’'s hearing solicits initial comments from this administra-
tion; and, as | said, we will have a sampling of experts on the sub-
ject today. This is our first hearing in a series of hearings that |
hope will provide factual testimony on the questions of drug legal-
ization, decriminalization and harm reduction.

Those are my opening comments. As | said, we have three panels
we will hear from shortly.

I am pleased that we have been joined by our ranking member.
I know she may be out of breath in running back, but I am de-
lighted to recognize her at this time, the gentlelady and ranking
member, as | said, Mrs. Mink from Hawaii. You are recognized.

Mrs. MiINK. | thank you, Mr. Chairman. | do apologize for being
late.

The Democratic Caucus was convened this morning on a very im-
portant matter: juvenile justice. The majority leadership reoriented
the debate procedure, as you know, at the last minute so we have
been trying to sort things out. Half of the bill came out of my Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, which has now been
pulled, so things are in somewhat of a disarray, and | apologize for
being late.
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I will insert my remarks at a later point. I would like at this
time to yield a few minutes to Dennis Kucinich, who has an intro-
duction to make.

Mr. KuciNicH. With the permission of the chair, with unanimous
consent, | would like to introduce——

Mr. Mica. Without objection.

Mr. KuciNicH. Thank you very much. | would like to introduce
Kevin Sabbitt from the Community Antidrug Coalition. If Kevin
could stand. Kevin is one of the many young people from across
this country who is working on strategies to quell the use of drugs
in communities. He had some remarks, with the permission of the
chair, 1 would like with unanimous consent to be included in the
record.

Mr. Mica. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. KuciNnicH. | might mention that Kevin's involvement and
testimony was called to my attention by the wife of the Governor
of the State of Ohio, Mrs. Hope Taft, who called me and asked me
if 1 would communicate this to the chair. | would certainly appre-
ciate your indulgence and the committee’s indulgence.

Mr. Mica. We are very pleased for his participation. Without ob-
jection, his remarks will be made a part of the record.

Mr. KuciNicH. Thank you. Mrs. Mink, thank you.

Mr. Mica. Thank you.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Submitted by Kevin A. Sabet
June 16, 1999

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human
Resources
Hearing on Drug Legalization

The dialogue regarding illegal drug use, and whether or not drugs
should be legalized, is one where | feel should rest largely with youth.
As a 20 year old college student at the University of California,
Berkeley, | have seen the effects that drugs harbor in a large
community, on many disinherited individuals, on the family unit, and
especially on a college campus. Youth offer a unique perspective and
remind us that they will most greatly be affected by the policies
shaped today that aim at improving tomorrow.

We know what drugs do to our body. Sound scientific research has
shown that our current illegal drugs -- heroin, cocaine,
methamphetamines, marijuana, LSD, and others -- have disastrous
effects on our bodies. At the same time, social research has shown
the effects that drugs have on our communities: the criminal element
they very much quicken, the environmental disintegration their use
enhances, and the feeling of helplessness they give to ali in their
way.

The youth of today have grown up in a generation -- the first of its
kind -- where drug use was explicitly denounced and rejected. We
have been led by parents, teachers, and other concerned individuals
in thinking rightfully, that drug use is wrong, unnatural, and should be
prevented. A concerted movement in the 1980's reduced drug use on
all levels, taught my generation of the harms it entails, and even
stopped the horrible statistic of the late 70's where people of my age
were the only age group whose death rates actually increased,
according to a guide put out by the American Psychiatric Press and
Robert DuPont. Thus, this movement shaped attitudes, which in turn
altered behavior.
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However, as of late, many individuals and well-funded organizations
have advocated policies that are a slippery slope towards destruction
and away from any further progress. This outrages me. This outrages
me that there are people out there claiming to care for my generation
-- in light of understanding what drugs can do to a community and to
an individual -- who support policies that accept its use as a natural
part of growing up, just another element of being a “free" kid growing
up in the land of liberty. Well that's wrong. And it's a sham.

Come to my school, in Berkeley, and you will see the crowning glory
of something some called "harm reduction." Where organizations like
the Drug Policy Foundation, fund groups like the Berkeley Cannabis
Consumers Union, and the Cannabis Action Network. These
organizations not only don't reject drug use, they claim its use is
beneficial. Or the Drug Policy Foundation's funding of the needle-
exchange and handout programs in the Bay Area. All part of
something in a neat little package, that they call "harm reduction,"
that they define as, "reducing the harm that drugs do to an individual."
But that any subjective, fair-minded individual would call drug
legalization.

This isn't fair. It's not fair to my generation to be tricked with
legalization euphemisms like harm reduction, or medicalization. It's
not fair to the hundreds of thousands of individuals in this country that
work day and night to help shape attitudes to stop its use. And it's not
fair to youth as Americans, for, at their core, drug use threatens the
root of democratic life and destroys any sense of liberty that will guide
us to a brighter tomorrow.

Its been often said that our drug laws and strategy -- prohibition --
takes away from our rights as citizens. However, do we forget that
our rights do come with responsibilities? The right to speak to
someone cannot be divorced from the responsibility the speaker has
in not being slanderous. The right to marry cannot be separated from
the responsibility one spouse has on the other to not hurt them.
Similarly, the right of freedom of expression, cannot be untied to the
responsibility of being unhurtful to all. Drugs, however, rob us from
any kind of sense of responsibility. We have no right to do them.
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As a student from California, | have seen the disastrous effects that
another trick had on my generation, when citizens legalized smoked
marijuana for so-called medical purposes. | have sat and listened to
hundreds of my peers talking to me about the merits of smoking pot,
when asked where their information came from, they reply TV and
from the media. Dr. James Fleming, Superintendent of a school
district in Orange County, California noted that he had received a
significant increase in the amount of marijuana offenses from school
youth the first month after marijuana was legalized from November-
December 1996. This is wrong, and it is shameful to our youth, to my
peers, to the leaders of tomorrow.

Harm reduction is a policy with the words "inevitable" and "hopeless”
etched deeply in its definition. | don't think drug use is inevitable. We
have seen prevention work, and we know it can. So why then, on the
brink of the 21st century, are we not united in a belief that drug use is
harmful and that all should be done to stop its use? Why does this
dialogue continue to occur? At this stage -- when many others and |
have seen our best friends die from drugs, our sports stars fall to it,
and our entertainment icons crumble because of it -- must we
continue this?

If we truly want to lower the body count that drug use will stack up by
the time my generation no longer makes up the young people in
America but in fact composes our work force and leaders, we need to
stand united in our belief that drug use is wrong and that it is our
responsibility to prevent it. America's future generation of leaders
deserves no less. For if we don't take this issue seriously and unite
behind the science and common sense that guides our current drug
policy, millions of new addicts and a new generation of drug abuse
victims await.

Kevin Sabet is a 20 year old University of California Berkeley Junior. Majoring in
Political Science and Public Policy, he comes to CADCA this summer as an
intern for Policy Consultant Sue Thau. Having been involved in drug prevention
since age 14, he is the Past President of IMPACT: Students Making A
Difference, the nation's largest anti-drug coalition for youth. Currently he serves
as the California Delegate to Drug Watch International, and is the Founder and
President of Citizens for a Drug-Free Berkeley. He has submitted testimony to
Congress and advised national anti-drug coalitions informally and as a member
of many boards of directors, including advise to CNN, CBS, and the San Jose
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Mercury-News, on subjects such as medical marijuana, drug legalization, and the
importance of youth participation in drug prevention. In the Fall of 1999, he will
begin his second term as a Senator for the Associated Students of the University
of California (ASUC). He is also the Founder and President of International
Students in Action, an arm of National Families in Action in Atlanta, Georgia.

Kevin A. Sabet

ASUC Senator; Chair, Constitutional & Procedural Review Comm.
President and CEQ, International Students In Action

Bus. 510.642.1431

Fax. 510.643.6396

email: ksabet@uclink4.berkeley.edu
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Mr. Mica. | am pleased now to recognize our ranking member on
this side, who is the chairman of the International Relations Com-
mittee, the gentleman from New York, Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank you for conducting what | consider to be a very
important hearing today on this controversial issue of the legaliza-
tion of mind-altering drugs. | also want to thank you for bringing
some excellent witnesses, including General McCaffrey and Dr.
Leshner and Mr. Marshall, our Deputy Administrator of the DEA,
Mr. McDonough, Mr. Ehlers, Mr. Maginnis, Mr. Boaz and lIra
Glasser. | think you have an excellent set of witnesses today that
should help to focus our attention on this very important issue.

Legalization is virtually a surrender to despair. It cannot and
should not be any topic of serious discussion in our Nation's debate
on the challenges of illicit drugs. Hopefully by the time this hearing
is over, we will make it clear that this is certainly not the direction
in which any drug policy should be headed now, or ever.

Most importantly, we must not be perceived as sending mixed
and confusing messages on illicit drug use to our young people. IlI-
licit drugs are wrong, they are destructive, they are not rec-
reational, they are deadly—nothing more, nothing less.

We have a firm, moral obligation not to lead our citizens into any
spiral of despair and substance dependency through the legaliza-
tion of mind-altering substances.

As Tom Constantine, our DEA Administrator, who is also a great
cop and proven drug fighter, said so well at our November 1997,
international antidrug conference in Scotland, “for those elites who
proposed legalization, let them start in their own families and in
their own school districts and then we can better evaluate this op-
tion.”

Looking down from an ivory tower, it may be easy to throw up
your hands and say it is time to surrender to the scourge of illicit
drugs. But let those who offer such an unsophisticated solution,
which avoids the hard choices and the difficult battles, first pass
the Constantine home and school test if they want credibility in ad-
vocating legalization.

And for those who would despair in our fight against illicit drugs,
let me state unequivocally that we can and we have made progress
in fighting drugs in the past. Between 1985 and 1992, we reduced
monthly cocaine usage in our Nation by nearly 80 percent, nearly
an 80 percent reduction. There aren’t many Federal programs that
can claim that rate of success with such a difficult and a challeng-
ing problem as illicit drug use.

We made that kind of remarkable progress through a good public
relations campaign, through Mrs. Reagan’s Just Say No theme, and
through a balanced, evenhanded supply and demand approach. Any
balanced strategy in our Nation’s drug war must include a reduc-
tion in both supply and demand and it must be simultaneous. By
reducing supply, we have to eradicate the product at its source, we
have to interdict when it gets into the mainstream of distribution,
and we have to enforce when it reaches our shorelines, be able to
arrest, convict and put away the drug traffickers. And in reducing
demand, we have to educate our young people about the dangers
of drug use, and we have to treat and rehabilitate the victims.
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We have to do all of those things simultaneously. You can't take
funding from one of those elements and give it to another.

I am looking forward to today’s testimony. | hope that we may
initiate the beginning of the end of this misguided and unfortunate
debate about legalization. This debate detracts us from the impor-
tant aspects of what we are trying to do, a debate that would take
us in the wrong direction for both our Nation and our young peo-
ple’s future and well-being.

Mr. Chairman, | want to make certain that we refer in the
record to DEA Administrator Tom Constantine’s paper, as deliv-
ered in Austria this past January at another important inter-
national drug conference. DEA Administrator Constantine recounts
as part of that excellent paper the impact of the de facto legaliza-
tion of illicit drugs in the city of Baltimore. He stated that the
strategy used in Baltimore was a lost strategy.

Chairman Mica, who participated in that Austrian conference,
frequently cites the DEA Baltimore heroin figures. That startling
data indicates that there exists one heroin addict for every 17 peo-
ple in that nearby city.

Mr. Constantine’s paper outlines the extensive devastation and
adverse impact that heroin has had on the Baltimore community
when it took a laissez-faire approach to the use of illicit drugs. Let
no community follow Baltimore’s example.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous consent that Administrator Con-
stantine’s Vienna paper be included in the record of these proceed-
ings.

Before closing, | would like to commend General McCaffrey for
the outstanding job he has done in focusing attention on the drug
war in our Nation and trying to elicit support for what our Nation
should be doing to eliminate this very critical problem in our Na-
tion.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. | thank the gentleman. Without objection, the paper
that you referred to will be made a part of the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Introduction: The problem posed by
international drug wafficking syndicates
affects many nations and is growing more
complex every year. This paper outlines the
history of organized crime involvement in
narcotics trafficking and provides information
on how American organized crime, and
presently, internationally-based organized
crime, have adversely affected the quality of
life for millions of Americans and citizens of
other nations throughout the past several
decades. Recently, it has become evident that
the international drug groups based in
Colombia and Mexico have reached new
levels of sophistication and have become a

Thomas A. Constantine
Administrator

threat not only to their own nations but to other nations in Latin America, the
United States and Europe. Their power and influence are being witnessed on
an unprecedented scale, and unless innovative, flexible and multi-faceted
responses ate crafted, these drug trafficking organizations threaten to grow
even more powerful in the years ahead. While this paper concentrates on the
law enforcement approaches that have been taken over the years to identify,
target, arrestand bring to justice organized crime leaders, it is understood that
many strategies—including prevention, education, treatment, diplomatic
and political actions—must be taken to ensure that nations can successfully
confront and repair the damage that international drug trafficking syndicates

inflict on every nation they touch.
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Key Points: This paper provides background information in a number of areas
and makes the following points:

Organized Crime contro! of narcotics distribution: As a clear picture of
American organized crime emerged during the 1950°s and 1960’s, it was evident
that the five organized crime families in New Y ork controlled much of the nation’s
heroin business. At that time, America’s drug problem was limited to a relatively
small number of individuals, many of whom lived in urban areas along the East
Coast of the United States. During their heyday, American organized crime
obtained heroin from their sources of supply in Europe and distributed it to retail
markets in 4 number of communities. The organization’s tight structure ensured-
that information on the extent of their involvement in the drug trade was closely
controlled, and they routinely employed violence, intimidation and corruption to
further their goals. Eventually, aggressive law enforcement strategies and tactics
were designed and employed, particularly under the leadership of Attorney
General Robert Kennedy, and these led to the dismantling of American organized
crime. One main difference between the American organized crime and the
international drug trafficking syndicates that followed was the fact that American
organized crime carried out all of their activities on U.S. soil and they therefore
were vulnerable to U.S. law enforcement activities, With the breakup of the
French Connection, and with the emergence of the Colombian and other
international organized crime syndicates as the predominant drug trafficking
force from the 1970s to the present day, the American organized crime role in
drug trafficking diminished.

The rise of cocaine during the 1970’s changed the American drug
picture forever: During the 1960’s, American attitudes and behaviors
regarding drug use began to change dramatically. Only five percent of the
population had tried drugs in the early 1960’s and that percentage eventually rose
to over 30% by 1979, when drug use levels were at their highest. When cocaine
came onto the American scene, millions of people believed it was a benign drug
that could be used recreationally. The introduction of crack cocaine on a national
scale in 1985 ushered in an era of violence, addiction and hopelessness which
corresponded to a period when violent crime rates increased over 50%, and
murders increased by 31%. '
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The Colompian cocaine syndicates modeled themselves after American organized crime
but were mors powerful and ruthless than any of their predecessers: The Colombian groups
controlled the cocaine trade from start to finish and their power and influence grew as the cocaine and crack
epidemic took hold during the 1970°s and 1980's. The Medellin organization established themselves as
violent, ruthless drug traffickers who amassed a great fortune at the same time they terrorized Colombia. The
Cali organization was more reticent about using the random violence that became the Medellin organization
hallmark, but despite their outward demeanor of legitimacy, the Cali group also employed violence ona more
specific basis—even in the United States—1to intimidate or obtain retribution against rivals, public officials
or other individuals. The Cali organizational structure was similar to American organized crime in its tight
control of workers and compartmentalized hierarchy, but the Cali organization was far more powerful and
sophisticated than any American organized crime families they emulated, with state-of-the-art
communications systems, counterinielligence capabilities and transportation networks.

Organized crime groups from Mexico learned lessons from their Colombian predecassors
and have assumed a great deal of power in their own right: Drug traffickers from Colombia forged
an alliance with well-established poly-drug smugglers from Mexico during the late 1980's. This alliance, the
arrest of the Cali leaders in 1995 and 1996, and the Mexico-based syndicates’ emergence as major
methamphetamine producers and traffickers all contributed to making the Mexico-based groups a major force
in international drug trafficking. These organizations are wealthy and violent. Presently the criminal
organizations based in Mexico represent the major challenge to victims of crime because of their power, their
involvement in the eastward-spreading methamphetamine trade, and their propensity for violence.

The cwrrent heroin problem poses a major new threat 1o Ihe United Siates: Independent
traffickers from Colombia slowly and methodically began producing and trafficking highquality heroin tothe
United States in the early 1990’s. Presently, they have surpassed all of their rivals from Southeast and
Southwest Asia in U.S. heroin market share, and their savvy marketing techniques have resulted in a whole
new group of heroin users in the United States. Many of these users begin smoking high purity heroin,
believing that they will not become addicted; however, recent statistics indicate that many new heroin users
have resorted to shooting up, and numbers of them are dying from overdoses.

Law enforcement solutions are effective in identilying, targeting and dismantling drug
syndicates and reducing viclent crime: Aggressive law enforcement has worked in the United States
as is evident in the current dirninished state of American organized crime. In Colombia, aggressive law
enforcement activities resulted in the dismantling of the Medellin and Cali syndicates. Additionally, law
enforcement officials in Italy and Thailand were aggressive in their sustained law enforcement targeting of
the command and control mechanisms of organized crime groups, vividly illustrated by the diminished
capacity of the mafia in Italy, and the arrest and extradition of several major heroin traffickers from Thailand
to the United States. Given sufficient support and time, the law enforcement capabilities in Mexico should
improve and lead to similar long-term results. Law enforcement has also had a tremendous impact on the
levels of violent crime in communities around the United States; these levels have dropped dramatically in
places like New York, Los Angeles and Houston, cities that were hardest bit by the crack epidemic and the
proliferation of violent criminals during the past decade. Consistent, aggressive law enforcement is one of the
most effective solutions to the problems posed by violent drug trafficking in the United States and in other
nations.

iff
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1 appreciate this opportunity to address the UN. Drug Control Program Seminar today, and to
speak with you on a number of topics that are critical to successfully addressing the complex narcotics
problems which unfortunately plague too many of our nations. My comments today will focus on
four central points which are woven throughout this presentation. First, that today’s world has been
transformed during the past thirty years due to rapidly advancing technology, transportation,
communications, and political and economic shifts which are even more evident with the collapse
of the Soviet Union; second, that the drug distribution problem in the United States, and increasingly,
the rest of the world, is controlled by powerful international organized crime syndicates; third, that
vigorous law enforcement can and does have a major impact on international organized crime and
the international drug trade, when the top leadership of these international syndicates is targeted;
and fourth, that law enforcement can and does have a major impact on the violence that has become
s0 closely associated with organized drug distribution.

The American Mafia and Drugs Before 1870

Well before the advent of today’s drug epidemic which has affected far foo many American
communities, American policy-makers were deeply concerned about the impact that organized
crime was having on our nation. Over the last eighty-five years, the United States government has
initiated a number of major studies or reviews to identify major organized crime groups and gain
insight into how these organizations operated. The fact that organized crime controls the distribution
of drugs has been substantiated by a number of U.S. Government studies.

During the 1950’s, American interest in organized crime dramatically increased. Senator Estes
Kefauver convened a Congressional committee in 1950 to investigate the links between interstate
gambling and organized ctime. During these hearings, the Senators noted that organized crime
involvement was also evident in prostitution, drug trafficking, extortion and public corruption. In
1958, a clearer picture of organized crime emerged with the hearings sponsored by the Select
Committee on Improper Activities in Labor. This committee was convened after the existence of
organized crime, or the mafia, was confirmed by a New York State trooper, Edgar Croswell. Trooper
Croswell located a meeting of mafia leaders in the upstate New York village of Appalachin where
mob leaders met to discuss plans for greater involvement in the drug trade.
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During 1963, Senator McClellan sponsored a series of hearings which clearly demonstrated that the
American mafia was alive and well, had a defined structure and code of behavior. Joe Valachi, a
Jow-level member of the mafia, testified about the details of his life in organized crime and presented
a first-hand view of La Cosa Nostra, These televised hearings educated average Americans about
the violence and intimidations used by the mafia to attain their goals.

The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Justice, established in 1967, arrived at a
definition of organized crime as a “society that seeks to operate outside the control of the American
people and their Government. It involves thousands of criminals working within structures as large
as those of any corporation.” Despite the fact that this definition was written over thirty years ago,
it still accurately describes the essential nature of organized crime today.

As Government commissions delved into the inner workings of the American mafia, millions of
average people learned how the mafia was structured and how it operated. Critical to the success of
the mafia was its tight structure: at the top level was abess, or head of the family; next, anunderboss;
then aconsigliere, or an advisor; then acape who oversaw the day to day work of the organization;
and then the soldier, who carried out the criminal activities of the group. The American mafia was
controlled by twenty-four families, all of whom lived and operated within the United States. Their
day-to-day activities included racketeering, prostitution, gambling, drugs, murders for hire,
intimidation and protection rackets. To understand the scale of organized crime during the 1960s
and 1970°s it is important to note that New York’s Genovese family included as many as twenty
capos and 430 soldiers who carried out orders. Violence and intimidation were also a routine part of
the mafia’s inner workings, including the use of violence to protect their organization and target
public officials for assassination.

The role of violence and intimidation were well-illustrated at the 1963 McClellan hearings and
amplified twenty-three years later during the 1986 President’s Commission on Organized Crime. In
their final report, the commission wrote that: “Viclence and the threat of violence are an integral
part of the criminal group. Both are used as means of control and protection against members of the
group who violate their commitment and those outside the group to protect it and maximize its
power. Members were expected to commit, condone or authorize viclent acts.”

The Commission also noted the propensity for organized crime to breed corruption and flourish in
an environment of corrupt officials. “Corruption is the central tool of the criminal protectors. The
criminal group relies on a network of corrupt officials to protect the group from the criminal Justice
system, The success of organized crime is dependent upon this buffer, which helps to protect the
criminal group from both civil and criminal government action.” Violence, intimidation and
corraption continue today to be essential tools used by international organized crime —particularly
the international organized drug syndicates aperating from Colombia and Mexico—to ensure their
dominant positions in the world today.
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The history of organized crime cannot be accurately told without a brief overview of the history of
America’s drug problem. Early on, reporting on American drug addiction was done at the federal,
state and local levels by social service agencies. Gradually, federal law enforcement agencies became
involved in reporting on addiction levels, and the Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FBN), a predecessor
agency of the Drug Enforcement Administration gathered statistics on drug addiction during the
mid 1950’s. By 1957, the FBN estimated that there were over 44,000 addicts, although many experts
believed the number was closer to 160,000,

A snapshot of the drug situation in Baltimore, Maryland in 1950 compared with 1997 illustrates
how the scale of the drug problem has changed dramatically over the years, In 1950, Baltimore had
300 addicts out of a population of 949,708, meaning that one in 3166 individuals residing in Baltitmore
was a heroin addict. In 1997, 38,985 heroin addicts were reported in Baltimore, representing the
fact that there is now one heroin addict for every 17 residents of Baltimore.

While the type of drug used by these drug addicts
was not specified in FBN reporting, the
AT N R RN prodominant drag of choice at the time was
: . heroin. And with the majority of addicts reported
in the New York area, it is no surprise to learn
that the five mafia families of New York
controlied the heroin market in 20 major cities
around the nation. Reporting on the heroin
situation during the 1950°s-1970’s, the
President’s Commission on Law Enforcement in
1986 stated that: “the LCN (Cosa Nostra)
controlled an estimated 95% of all of the heroin
entering New York City, as well as most of the
heroin distributed throughout the United States.”
New York’s crime families obtained heroin from
their Corsican sources who worked with French
seamen to bring the heroin to the United States.
Once there, it was distributed by the organized
crime families to dealers working in low-income,
minority communities.

Changes in the heroin trade between the 1950°s

and the late 1970’s resulted in new sources of

heroin available on the streets of the United -
States, and paved the way for the introduction of

cocaine during the seventies. After the French

Connection was broken, and the American mob’s

source of supply diminished, New York was no

longer the main focus of drug trafficking

activities.
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In 1986, the President’s Commission on Organized Crime reported that the mafia’s monopoly on
heroin distribution ended in 1972 “when under diplomatic pressure from the United States, Turkey
banned opium production and the French Connection collapsed. Amsterdam replaced Marseilles
as the center of Buropean heroin traffic, and Chicago, Los Angeles, and Miami joined New York
City as major U.S. distribution centers. Other trafficking groups rose to compete with the LCN
for heroin dollars in New York City and throughout the country.”

e Rima of St
e Fiss o Lotainse

When cocaine entered the American drug scene in the 1970's, no one predicted how this drug
would change the nature and scope of the international drug trade forever. Societal changes in
America during the 1960°s prepared the way for this new drug epidemic; the prevalence of illicit
drug use in the United States had increased dramatically in a short period of time, During the
sixties, less than five percent of the population had an experience with illicit drugs. By the early
1970’s, that percentage had doubled to over 10%, and by 1979, when drug use in America peaked
with almost a third of the population having tried drugs during a lifetime, it was clear that millions
of Americans viewed drug use as normalized behavior.

Prior to the 1960’s American drug use was Hmited to specific segments of American society—
artists, underworld elites, and individuals Hving on the edge of society. When cocaine was
aggressively marketed during the 1970’s as a benign, chic drug, Americans believed that it could
be used recreationally without long-term consequences, Few people fully understood the addictive
nature of cocaine and it was not until the crack epidemic in the 1980°s played out that American
society appreciated how dangerous and destructive cocaine really was.

Crack was first reported in California and Texas, and its abuse was considered a local problem
until 1985 when it spread quickly to almost every state and its use had become a major national
medical and law enforcement crisis. Crack was far more addictive than powder cocaine and was
marketed as alow-price alternative to cocaine, making it readily available to poor people in urban
and rural areas. It also created tremendous violence in the user and contributed significantly to
the escalating crime rates and social problems which plagued America during the 1980°s and
early 1990’s. Between 1984 and 1993, when the crack epidemic raged, violent crime in the United
States increased over 50% and murders increased by 31%.

But the most dramatic change wrought by the introduction of cocaine to America in the last
twenty five years was the rise of the international organized criminal syndicates from Colombia.



18

Organized Crims in the 1980°s: Cocalne and the Colomblan Mafias

At the epicenter of the modern drug trade, Colombian drug mafias thrived in an atmosphere of
violence, intimidation and corruption. They took advantage of their country’s geography to build
an empire of unprecedented proportions. Close to Bolivia and Peru, where coca had been grown
for centuries, Colombia had coastlines on the Pacific Ocean and the Caribbean Sea, giving
traffickers ample routes to send their product to the United States. The first major cocaine
organizations to dominate the trade were
based in Medellin, Colombia. The Medellin
group, led by Pablo Escobar, Carlos Lehder,
the Ochoa brothers and Gonzalo Rodriguez
Gacha, was organized along the model of a
multi-national corporation with regional
cocaine manufacturing and distribution
networks controlled by mid-level managers
who transported cocaine to the United States
and Europe by air, land and sea. These
organizations also established complex
international financial networks to launder
their cocaine profits.

Violence and intimidation were also essential to the criminal enterprises of the Medellin group
who employed an army of security forces to carry out acts of terror and assassinations. These
private armies murdered hundreds of Colombian police officials, judges, journalists, and innocent
people, including a Justice Minister and Presidential candidate. Two terrorist acts carried out by
the Medellin group included the bombing of an Avianca airliner in 1989, which killed 110
people, and the bombing of the Department of Administrative Security (DAS) headquarters in
December 1989, which killed 50 people and wounded 200.

Eventually, the Medellin cartel fell as its leaders were arrested or killed. Carlos Lehder was
extradited to the United States in 1987 and Rodriguez Gacha was killed in a shootout with
Colombian authorities in 1989. Extradition was outlawed by the Colombian Government in
1991 and soon after, the Ochoa brothers and Pablo Escobar surrendered to the Government to
take advantage of the lenient sentences and prison conditions available to them. After a period
during which Escobar ran his lucrative cocaine business from Envigado Prison, and after ordering
the killing of a score of his associates, Escobar escaped from prison but was killed in a shootout
with police in December 1993, after a lengthy manhunt by Colombian police officials.
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As the Medellin cartel disintegrated, the Cali mafia quietly coalesced and assumed power equal to
their predecessors.” Beginning as a loose association of five independent drug trafficking
organizations, the Cali mafia employed many of the principles used by the traditional Italian mafia.
Led by the Rodriguez-Orejuela brothers, Jose Santa Cruz Londono and Pacho Herrera, the Cali
mafia was far more sophisticated than the Medellin group and eventually became deeply involved
in all aspects of the cocaine trade, including production, transportation, wholesale distribution and
money laundering. Whereas the Medellin group seemed to revel in the terror and violence that
became their trademark—and ultimately contributed to their downfall—the Cali mafia atterapted to
avoid indiscriminate violence, further contributing to their image as legitimate businessmen.

However, when the Cali mafia employed violence to attain their goals—and they frequently did—
it was precise and exacting. In the aftermath of the arrests of the Cali drug mafia leaders by the
Colombian National Police in 1995, Cali assassins killed more than a dozen suspected government
informents. They also used violence within the United States when necessary, as evidenced in the
murder of the journalist Manuel de Dios Unanue, an outspoken critic of the Cali mafia who was
murdered in Queens, New York in 1992. In May, 1996, John Harold Mena, who was in charge of
the Cali mafia’s New York operations testified in court that Jose Santacruz Londono had ordered de
Dios’ murder.

A key to the Cali mafia’s success was its tight organizational structure. Their vast responsibilities
and their intricate distribution networks in the United States necessitated that the Cali mafia rely on
a sophisticated system which ensured maximum efficiency and minimal risk. Drug trafficking
organizations from Colombia had always controlled the cocaine trade from top to bottom. Within
South America, the Cali mafia, and before them, the Medellin group, depended upon the acquisition
of tons of coca products from Bolivia and Peru which was then converted into cocaine HCI, generally
in Colombia. These labs in Colombia ranged from simple labs to complex compeunds where it was
possible to produce up to one metric ton of cocaine per week.

The mafias also devised ingenious ways to deliver tons of cocaine to the United States and Europe
over the years. Routes and techniques have been refined during the past several decades, and today
over half of the cocaine entering the United States is shipped from Colombia through Mexico.
Currently, maritime vessels are the prirnary means used by traffickers to smuggle cocaine from
South America to Mexico, using the Pacific or Caribbean routes; traffickers are also using the
highways of Central America to transport tons of cocaine from Colombia into Mexico. For a period
of time, it was customary for traffickers from Colombia to ship metric ton quantities of cocaine into
Mezxico by plane but that method is less common at the current time. Once the cocaine is safely
delivered to traffickers in Mexico, independent Mexico-based trausportation groups subcontracted
by the Colombian trafficking organizations arrange for the delivery of the cocaine to contacts within
the United States.
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Colombian Mafia Siructurs Within the United Siates

During their heyday, the Cali mafia also relied on a complex distribution network within the United
States, and the system they set in place is still being used on a daily basis in many major U.S. cities.
Using an intricate system of “cells” within the United States, the Colombian trafficking groups set
up a presence in a number of geographic areas. Using the cell model employed by international
terrorist organizations, the Colombian mafias carry out speciafized functions such as the storage of
cocaine, transportation, communications, money laundering, security, wholesale distribution,
personnel and inventory, which are all handled by employees of the cell. Each cell employs between
10-25 individuals who operate with little or no knowledge about the membership or respons1b1hnes
of other cells carrying out tasks within the same or other cities.

Typically, the head of each cell reports to a regional director who manages several cells. This
regional director, in turn, reports directly to one of the major drug lords of a particular organization
or their designee, based in Colombia. Characterizing the way these groups operate is a rigid, top-
down command and control structure where trusted lieutenants have day-to-day operating
responsibilities, with the ultimate power residing in those leaders in Colombia. Upper echelon
members of these cells are generally family members or long time associates who have gained the
trust of the handful of mafia leaders running the empire. The cell heads are typically recruited for
the mafia’s overseas assignments from the criminal “talent pool” in the syndicate stronghold cities
of Cali, Medellin or Bogota. The cells are also comprised of other trustworthy individuals from
Colombia, the Dominican Republic or Cuba, for instance.

Because the mafia bosses are headquartered overseas, it is necessary for them to establish a workable
communications system which protects the content of their communications and provides operatives
with enough information to accomplish specific tasks. The cell members report on a daily basis to
their bosses in Colombia using cellular phones, faxes, pagers and other communications methods.
Additionally, the drug lords have employed an aggressive counter-surveillance system to thwart
law enforcement including the use of staged drug transactions on communications devices they
believe are monitored; limited-time use of cell phones and pagers (gencrally 2-4 weeks); calling
cards and encrypted communications devices.

The Colombian trafficking groups have traditionally concentrated their activities on the wholesale
drug distribution level and have employed an army of operatives within the United States to distribute
drugs on a retail basis. Criminals from diverse ethnic groups including Dominicans, Mexicans,
Cubans, Jamaicans, as well as African Americans, are used by Colombian drug bosses to distribute
cocaine, crack, and now heroin. The groups involved in drug retailing—including established gangs
such as the Crips, the Bloods and Jamaican “posses™—are those groups predominantly responsible
for the violence and murders that characterize the crack trade within the United States.
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The Rise of Organized Crime Groups from Mexdeo in the 1950's

The influence and power of organized crime groups from Mexico, fueled by the enormous profits
generated by their involvement in the drug trade, has increased significantly over the past several
decades, and were bolstered by the involvement of Mexican groups in the cocaine distribution
business during the late 1980’s and 1990’s. When law enforcement attention and activity increased
in the Caribbean and South Florida area during the 1980°s, cocaine traffickers began using Mexico
as a conduit for UJ.S.-based cocaine shipments. Because traffickers from Mexico had established
themselves as capable poly-drug smugglers over the years, Colombian trafficking organizations
found a solid transportation infrastructure and ample expertise to assist them in getting their drugs
to market.

By the late 1980’s, an estimated 50-70% of the
cocaine available in the United States entered
through Mexico. Today, Mexico remains as the
primary corridor for cocaine, and now
methamphetamine. Beginning in the late eighties
and evolving into the 1990’s, the role of
traffickers from Mexico began to change
dramatically as traffickers from Colombia began
to pay Mexico-based transporters in cocaine—
sometimes as much as half of the load—rather
than cash as compensation for their transportation
services. Organized crime figures from Mexico
began using their long-established contacts to
emerge as major cocaine traffickers in their own right, especially after the arrest of the Cali mafia
leaders in 1993. Today, the U.S. cocaine market is divided, with traffickers from Mexico dominating
cocaine markets in the West, and increasingly, in the Midwest. Groups from Colombia and the
Dorminican Republic still control cocainé trafficking along the East Coast of the United States,
although there are recent indications that traffickers from Mexico are becoming deeply involved in
cocaine trafficking to places like New York. In the last two years, Mexican cells within the United
States have grown in size and influence and are expanding their power in cocaine markets long
dominated by Colombians, such as New York and Chicago.

In addition to gaining a prominent role in cocaine trafficking during the early 1990’s, traffickers
from Mexico, who had always been skilled in the production and trafficking of numerous drugs,
committed themselves to large-scale methamphetamine production and trafficking during this same
period. Methamphetamine, which had appealed to a relatively small number of American users, re-
emerged as a major drug of choice during the mid-1990’s, Traditionally controlled by outlaw
motoreycle gangs, methamphetamine production and trafficking was now being entirely controlled
by organized crime drug groups from Mexico, operating in that country and in California.
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Statistics demonstrated that methamphetamine use and availability had dramatically increased in a
short period of time. The Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) indicated that emergency room
episodes involving methamphetamine increased from 4900 in 1991 to 17,400 in 1997, an increase
of 280%. The areas hardest hit by the meth epidemic were Dallas, Denver, Los Angeles, Minneapolis,
Phoenix, San Diego, San Francisco and Seattle. Concurrently, law enforcement seizures of
methamphetamine and methamphetamine laboratories were also increasing. Seizures along the
Southwest Border, the epicenter of the trafficking activities of organizations from Mexico, increased
from 7 kilograms in 1992 to almost 1400 kilograms in 1998. During the same period of time,
seizures of methamphetamine transported by Mexican nationals on U.S. highways increased from 1
kilogram in 1993 to 383 in 1998.

At the present time, methamphetamine trafficking and abuse are spreading across the United States
at an alarming rate. With their primary methamphetamine production headquartered in remote areas
of California, the surrogates of Mexican organized crime groups are also establishing a presence in
cities in the Midwest, the deep South and the East Coast in order to further their business goals.

Organized criminal groups from Mexico have not yet joined together and evolved into a monolithic
entity like the Medellin group or the Cali mafia. Several powerful and violent organizations exist
and operate today from headquarters in a number of Mexican cities. The Carillo Fuentes organization
out of Juarez remains one of the most powerful of the Mexican organized crime families despite the
death of its leader, Amado in 1997. The Tijuana Cartel, also known as the Arellano Felix organization,
operates in Sinaloa, Jalisco, Michoacan, Chiapas and Baja California. This violent group orchestrates
the shipment of multi-ton quantities of cocaine and marijuana to the United States, and is also
responsible for heroin and methamphetamine production and trafficking. Assassins on the payroll
of this organization operate on the streets of San Diego and are responsible for many violent activities
in Mexico and the United States.

The Amezcua brothers are major methamphetamine producers and traffickers, relying on their expert
smuggling skills to obtain vast quantities of the precursor chemicals necessary for large-scale
methamphetamine production. The other major narcotics organized crime family operating in Mexico
today is the Caro Quintero organization out of Sonora, Mexico. They are responsible for marijuana
production and smuggling, as well as heroin and cocaine trafficking. Most of the major organized
crime narcotics traffickers in Mexico today have been indicted within the United States for their
involvement in cases or seizures in the U.S.

Like the mafia groups from the United States and Colombia that preceded them, organized crime
syndicates from Mexico are extremely-violent and routinely employ intimidation and the corruption
of public officials to achieve their objectives. There have been numerous incidents which illustrate
the ruthlessness of these organizations, including the recent gangland-style massacre of 22 people
in Baja California Norte carried out by rival drug traffickers this past September.
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HMeroin's Re-smergence in the United Slates

Heroin did not disappear from America when the mafia’s Corsican supply of heroin was eliminated
in 1972. Over time, other sources of supply emerged from Southeast Asia, Southwest Asia and the
Middle East and the American mafia continued to disiribute heroin to users mostly concentrated in
major cities.

However, the current heroin problem that has emerged in the United States is controlled not by
American organized crime, but by a new group of international organized crime figures from
Colombia. In much the same way that their Medellin and Cali predecessors ensured their dominance
overthe cocaine trade in the 1980’s, heroin traffickers from Colombia are employing savvy marketing
concepts to successfully rebuild American users’ interest in heroin,

Beginning in the early 1990’s, independent
traffickers from Colombia began to supply retail
level outlets primarily in the Northeast United
States with high quality, pure heroin. Colombian
traffickers had spent several years cultivating
optum and refining their heroin production
capabilities, positioning themselves to take
advantage of a gradually diminishing crack
market. By supplying dealers with high purity
heroin to give away as free samples, and by
establishing “brand names” to garner customer
loyalty, Colombian traffickers quickly gained a
foothold in the burgeoning heroin market in cities
such as New York, Boston and Philadelphia.
They also began using Puerto Rico as a major
transit area to distribute their product to places
such as Florida and New Orleans. Colombian
heroin was also more attractive than competitors’
supplies because of its low price—$75,000 per
kilo in New York City—and its extremely high

purity.

Through a variety of programs DEA has had in
place over the years, the dominance of Colombian
heroin was confirmed. In 1997, 75% of the heroin
seized and analyzed by federal law enforcement
came from South America; in 1989, 88% of the
heroin analyzed was of Southeast Asian origin.
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America’s long experience with organized crime over the decades necessitated the development
and execution of an aggressive strategy to identify, target and incapacitate the leadership of these
organizations. During the 1960’s, Attorney General Robert Kennedy intensified law enforcement
efforts aimed at the mafia, and the successful result of this approach is evident in the current
diminished state of the American mafia today. By establishing a program of nation-wide strike
forces and sophisticated investigative strategies that ultimately broke the “code of silence” which
protected mafias for so long, and by attacking the command and control of mafia organizations,
U.S. law enforcement since the 1960’ has successfully addressed the organized crime problem
which had threatened America for decades.

DEA employs a similar, aggressive strategy against the leaders of international organized crime
groups who are responsible for the distribution of narcotics into and within the United States. One
key difference between this strategy and the one that guided law enforcement’s efforts to dismantle
the American mafia is a recognition that the leadership of today’s international drug syndicates
reside and operate in foreign countries. The American mafialeaders carried out all of their operations
on U.S. soil and lived in American cities and communities, vastly enhancing the capabilities of
U.S. law enforcement to ultimately apprehend them and bring them to justice.

DEA’s approach is threefold. First, attack the principal leadership of these international organized
crime syndicates who operate outside of our geographical boundaries by building solid cases
against them and indicting them, often repetitively, in U.S. jurisdictions. Second, attack the
surrogates of these international drug lords who operate on U.S. soil, represent the highest levels
of the command and control structure of these organizations and are responsible for carrying out
the orders of their bosses. And third, attack the leaders of the domestic gangs who distribute drugs
in local communities and are responsible for the vast majority of the violent crimes that are associated
with their drug activities.

Accomplishing these goals is possible when a variety of investigative tools are used and when
U.S. law enforcement officials have a sound and productive working relationship with their foreign
counterparts. Within the United States, DEA employs complex wiretap and other communication
intercept investigations to identify these organizations at all levels, and to obtain actionable
information which can lead to the dismantling of these organizations. Drug seizures are also
exploited to their follest potential by gathering information gleaned during controlied deliveries
that further identify important cell members and their modes of operation. Additionally, complex
long-term conspiracy investigations are conducted to gain critical information on the way these
organizations operate and to build solid cases against the leaders of these syndicates who presume
they are “untouchable.” Close coordination with other law enforcement entities within the United
States and with foreign law enforcement counterparts also greatly enhances the potential and
actual success of these investigations.
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By employing the abovementioned strategy, it has been possible for DEA and numerous law
enforcement partners around the world to achieve many notable successes. One recent example is
the successful cooperative working relationship between DEA and the Colombian National Police
(CNP) which led to the arrest and incarceration of the top leadership of the Cali mafia in 1995 and
1996. As has always been the case with organized crime, the Cali mafia members attempted to
repeatedly thwart law enforcement’s efforts to apprehend them through intimidation and corruption.
Key workers within Cali cells in the United States were under real threats of violence and possibly
murder if they cooperated with law enforcement in any way, a point that was illustrated by a
Colombian job application that was seized by DEA during a raid in New York. The application
specified the need for the applicant to list relatives living in Colombia in a clear attempt by the Cali
mafia to gain human collateral to hold against their workers in the United States.

While the difficulties faced by law enforcement to dismantle the mafias in the United States and
Colombia seemed almost insurmountable at times, they pale in comparison to those faced in current
efforts to bring the leaders of Mexican organized crime groups to justice. Today’s international
organized crime groups based in Mexico are extremely powerful, involved in a variety of diverse
drug trafficking activities, and have closer geographic proximity to the United States than did their
Cali mafia counterparts. The infiltration of criminals from Mexico into numerous U.S. communities,
including areas where organized crime does not usually operate, further complicates the problem.

The criminal organizations in Mexico have become increasingly more powerful over the past five
years. The Government of Mexico, after having determined that trafficking organizations had
compromised virtually all of that nation’s civilian law enforcement organizations, directed that the
Mexican military would assume responsibility for targeting drug trafficking organizations until
critical improvements in the law enforcement organizations could be made. Government of Mexico
officials have stated that it will take years for Mexican institutions to gain the professionalism and
integrity necessary to mount an all-out assault on organized crime and drug trafficking organizations
operating in that nation. The obstacles facing law enforcement are enormous in Mexico: traffickers
are used to operating in an environment where drug traffickers routinely intimidate, bribe and corrupt
officials, making it very difficuit for law enforcement in the United States to confidently share
information without the potential for compromise.

There have been intensified attempts to improve the present situation facing U.S. and Mexican law
enforcement, including the formation of specially trained and well equipped teams that have been
screened to ensure the highest degree of integrity. However, to date, these initiatives have resulted
in limited success and progress has been disappointingly slow.

Despite these obstacles, DEA believes that the application of aggressive law enforcement principles
and techniques is the most successful way to dismantle international organized crime syndicates.
Within the last several years, it has become very clear that the recent reductions in the violent crime
rate within the United States —now at levels not seen since the 1960°s—are due to aggressive law
enforcement at all levels.
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The New York City example is perhaps the most
compelling illustration of this point. In the early
1990’s, after three decades of rapidly increasing
levels of violent crime which were exacerbated
by the crack epidemic, the City of New York
embarked upon an ambitious program to enhance
its law enforcement capabilities. In this instance,
public opinion played a large role in galvanizing
support for tougher law enforcement after a 22
year old tourist from Utah was killed in a
Manhattan subway while trying to protect his
parents from thieves. The political leaders of the
city and the state came together to determine how
best to turn the terrible tide of violent crime around. City leaders increased the police department by
30%, adding 8000 officers. Arrests for all crimes, including drug dealing, drug gang activity and quality
of life violations which had been tolerated for many years, increased by 50%. The capacity of New
York prisons was also increased. The results of these actions were dramatic: the total number of
homicides in 1998—629—was less than the number of murders recorded in 1964. Over an eight year
period the number of homicides was reduced from 2262 to 629—a reduction of almost 70%.

DEA has also been aggressive in developing and implementing programs to reduce violent narcotics-
related crime. One enforcement program, the Mobile Enforcement Teams, lends support to local and
state law enforcement agencies that are experiencing problems arising from violent drug related crime
in their communities. The results of this program
over the past four years indicate that aggressive
enforcement of drug laws does have a lasting impact
on reducing crime and improving the quality of life
for residents of communities across the nation.
Statistics indicate that on average, communities
participating in the MET program have seen a 12%
reduction in homicides.

dex. Crime Comparisol

Aggressive law enforcement that targets the
command and control of organized crime groups and
neutralizes mafias’ abilities to intimidate and corrupt,
has worked in the United States and in Colombia,
as was mentioned previously. There are other
countries where this is also true. In Italy, experts
proved that aggressive law enforcement was the most effective tool in Italy’s efforts to eliminate the
mafia. The Government of Thailand also demonstrated the value of sustained law enforcement efforts
when the top leadership of the Shan United Army, Khun Sa’s powerful and until then “untouchable”
heroin trafficking organization, was arrested in 1994. Several members of this leadership were extradited
to the United States where they faced justice for their crimes.
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Conslusion

The problem of organized criminal syndicates’ involvement in narcotics trafficking is now facing
many governments and societies. The international criminal organizations operating on a global
basis today represent the gravest criminal threat that our nations have ever faced at any